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ABSTRACT

THE PROBLEM OF MOTIVATION IN THE THIRD DIMENSION OF
COMBAT - - WHAT'S THE SOLUTION?
by Major Jerry D. Garrett, USAF, 65 pages.

The mission of The United States Air Force is to
fly, fight, and win. This monograph seeks to determine
what is the best means of motivating airmen under fire,
minimize the effe.-L oL combat stress, and avert unit
disintegration. This journey begins with a brief review
of classical theory on combat motivation and then
transitions to the more contemporary assertions of
Anthony Kellett. From Kellett's analysis, four elements
are drawn together to form the basis and criteria by
which commanders and aircrews alike can gauge their
preparedness for dealing with the stress, fear, and
anxieties of combat.

With a theoretical basis and model established, this
monograph proceeds with an examination of the 1972
Linebacker II campaign against North Vietnam. This
examination begins with an overview of B-52 Arc Light
operations and then focuses upon a chronological analysis
of Linebacker II with the intent of gaining a historical
perspective into the inherent problems of motivating
aircrews in combat.

Following some analysis into the influence of
aircrew morale, cohesion, training, and leadership during
this campaign, this project concludes with a brief
discussion of the implications of these four elements
upon today's and tomorrow's aerial battlefield. in
closing, this monograph suggests that perhaps now is th-
ideal time to shift our attention away from the "machine"
and focus upon the "man" and the elements that influence
his will to fight.
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Section One

Introduction

War is fundamentally a human phenomenon, a matter of
emotions, aspirations, exertions and suffering. Though
concrete, physical and statistical factors obviously
play a role in determining conflict's outcome, war
ultimetely caes down to a contest of knowledge,
intelligence, willpower, and human endurance.

Lieutenant Colonel John F. Guilmartin, 19821

The primary mission of the United States Air Force is to fly,

fight, and win. The purpose of this monograph is to challenge

aircrews, current and prospective commanders, and doctrine writers

to focus on those moral factors that influence the Air Force's

ability to accomplish this mission. The theme of this study has

nothing to do with aircrew retention problem, questions about

increased flight pay or bonuses, or other incentives that might

prcrtpt an individuial to become a military aviator. Instead, this

study addresses the issue of combat motivation and the many factors

that impact upon an aircrew's will to fight.

In his book Combat Motivation, Anthony Kellett briefly

describes the anxieties and fears of WorldWar II allied bomber crews

flying missions in Central Europe. He portrays the aviator's

battlefield as an arena of brief periods of concentrated enemy

threats, sandwiched between extended periods of relatively threat-

free flight. While Kellett fails to elaborate further on this

subject, other sources document that in 1944 alone, as many as 6,400

Royal Air Force and U.S. Army Air Force airmen became combat stress

casualties.2  In Thud Ridge, author and former fighter pilot Jack

Broughton, confirms Kellett's assessment as he describes the anxiety,

1



stress, and fears of modern aerial warfare over North Vietnam.

Currently, an untold number of U.S. and allied aircrews have

begun air strikes in the war against Iraq. Yet, similar to

Broughton's era, neither conbat motivation nor combat stress are

topics frequently discussed by Air Force aircrews or their

comnanders. Past conflicts clearly suggest that the intensity and

lethality of sustained operations on today's battlefield will produce

combat stress casualties. Fran combat stress comes the potential of

an airman's unwillingness or refusal to fight. This inner turbulence

may be the spark which leads to widespread disunity and unit

disintegration. The critical question then becomes, how can the Air

Force best motivate its aviators, minimize combat stress, and avert

aircrew disintegration?

To answer this question, this study first seeks to arrive at

a common understanding of the relationship between combat motivation,

stress, and aircrew disintegration. Section two examines both the

concept of combat motivation and those organizational and individual

factors that are essential to motivate soldiers and aviators under

fire. Using leadership, group cohesion, morale, and training as a

basis for criteria and analysis, this chapter focuses upon the

synergistic effpct of these four components as the primary tools for

reducing battlefield stress and sustaining combat motivation.

Using the 1972 USAF Linebacker II bombings of North Vietnam,

Section Three seeks to provide a historical perspective into the

inherent problems of motivating aircrews during sustained combat

operations. This section begins with an overview of B-52 Arc Light

operations in Southeast Asia, and then transitions into a
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chronological analysis of the Linebacker II offensive.

Drawing frcm this examination, Section Four analyzes what role

- whether positive or negative - leadership, cohesion, morale, and

training played in motivating USAF bomber aircrews during this eleven

day war. The discussion here not only aspires to identify when

changes in aircrew motivation occurred, but also why. Same important

concerns of this analysis include the organizational climate,

leadership, and eve.nts influencing aircrew motivation.

Finally, Section Five concludes this research effort with

implications and recommendations as to how a comander can guard

against the potential of aircrew disintegration by ensuring both he

and his aircrews are prepared to deal with the stress and reality of

ccmbat.

Yet, an important aspect of any research is the method or means

used to collect the data. For this project, sources have been

largely confined to unclassified research studies and open source

publications. However, when examining problems such as morale,

leadership, or adverse performance in combat, docunentation is seldom

plentiful. As a result, personal interviews with a select group of

airmen who participated in Southeast Asia B-52 operations have also

been employed to help bridge this gap. Having established the road

map for my research, it is now time to examine what motivates an

aviator.
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Section Two

Fear, Disintegration and The Will To Fight

In the aftermath of the great WWII allied bomber offensive in

Europe, two US Army Air Force (USAAF) psychiatrists asked:

What is the force that compels a man to risk his life
day after day, to endure the constant tension, the fear
of death, the teasing threat of flak, the steady loss of
friends, the empty beds in the barracks? What makes him
willing to put up with the sight of the injured, the
bleeding, the dying, the burning plane on his wing
exploding into a thousand anonymous fragments? What can
possess a rational man to make him act so irrational ly?3

Since that time, technology has revolutionized yesterday's

aerial battlefield into an arena that will certainly challenge the

mental and physical skills of our best aircrews. Today's enemy air

order of battle offers an array of passive and active early warning

and detection system; a fleet of highly sopristicated aircraft

proficient in destroying their target with little or no warning; an

equally capable network of surface-to-air (SAM) and anti-aircraft

artillery (AAA) sites; and a canand and control structure

synchronizing flese assets for maximun combat effectiveness.

To negate threat effectiveness, the aircrews will be forced to

fly at extremely low altitudes, often under the cover of darkness.

Such operations will stretch their mental concentration and physical

dexterity as they seek to fly low enough to avoid the consequences

of detection, yet high enough to preclude crashing into the ground.

Approaching the target area, the crew's concerns will expand to

identify the target, to achieve minimmn weapon arming speed and

altitude criteria, and to safeguard against the possibility of

fratricide.

After striking the target, both the physical and mental strain
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will continue as the aircrew resumes their threat-evading tactics

while preparing to penetrate the friendly air defense net. Once at

hcmebase, the best an aircrew can expect are a few hours of rest,

perhaps a hot meal and shower, and a new and equally demanding

mission. Given such an environment, it seems only natural to ask

once more, 'What motivates an aviator in combat?"

In simple terms, motivation is the "why" of behavior.

Motivation shapes a person's decision to act ana sustains the level

of commitment. On the battlefield motivation becomes the conscious

decision whether or not to risk life, injury, or capture in order to

engage and defeat an enemy. A review of military history reflects

that motivating men in combat is not a conterporary issue.

A- early as 500 B.C., Sur. Tzu recognized the difficulties of

motivating troops under fire. His solution focused upon the "moral

influence" of leadership, discipline, and cohesion.' Centuries

latcr, French Army Colonel Ardant du Picq would arrive at the same

conclusion, citing "surveillance and mutual supervision" as key to

mastering a soldier's fear -4 the battlefield. Clausewitz, Jomini,

Moran, S.L.A. Marshall, and others also emphasized the moral dowain

of battle, each offering what they considered the mosf efficient way

of motivating troops.

Yet, the most contemporary and comprehensive literature on what

molds and sustains a soldier's will to fight is found in Anthony

Kellett's book, Combat Motivation: The Behavior of Soldiers in

Battle. Combining years of historical studies, theories and

writings, Kellett has distilled those elements influencing combat

motivation into individual and organizational components. From these
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components, four inter-related sub-groupings have been chosen for

this research project. As the model in Figure 2-1 illustrates, these

groupings include leadership, cohesion, morale, and training. It is

the synergistic effect of these groupings that can bolster and

sustain an aviator's will to fight, or in their absence, weaken and

reduce his desire to continue battle. This model, in essence, forms

a criteria for which leaders and aircrews can gauge their

preparedness dealing with the stress of combat. However, before

further discussing these elements, it is important to identify those

factors that seek to undermine one's will to fight.

Rules Of Uncertainty
Engagement

Anxiety Casualties

Fear Sress

Fatigue Defeat

Sustained Enemy
Operations Firepower

KELLETT'S MODEL FOR
COMBAT MOTIVATION

Figure 2-1

Fear, whether real or perceived, has been widely recognized as

the primary hurdle in motivating soldiers and aviators on the

battlefield. This powerful erotion is a rational response to real
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life situations and is usually based upon threats to one's safety and

well-being. In Anatomy of Courage, Lord Moran argues, "The first and

last cause of a pilot's collapse is a persistent state of fear."'

E.J. Dearnaley and P.B. Warr's study, Aircrew Stress in Wartime

Qperations, supports Moran's claim, citing fear as the single most

important cause of neurosis in aircrews.7  Their study lists the

most prevalent fears among aviators as: threat of personal injury;

death or the consequences of capture; letting one's comrades down;

and finally, a fear of failure.

Anxiety is another nemesis in motivating aviators in combat.

Anxiety is a by-product of fear. However, in contrast to a "real

threat," anxiety is an apprehension over an imagined threat, and

one's self-doubt about being able to cope with this threat.'

Frequent sources of an aviator's anxiety include personal experiences

or observation of a traumatic event, "war stories" related by other

flyers, and rumors or suspicions concerning equipment reliability.

Incompetent or inadequate leadership, a shortfall of trust and

confidence in fellow crew members, poor morale, and a lack of self-

confidence can also incite or aggravate anxieties. As previously

indicated in Operation Desert Shield - now Desert Storm -, the

uncertainty of when, where, and if an enemy wil attack can certainly

stimulate anxiety.'

For a combat flyer facing anxiety problems, inactivity becomes

his worst enemy:

The night before a mission could be terrifying as the
pilot's visions of the next day's mission kept him
awake. Enroute to enemy territory was another
relatively inactive period which provided abundant time
to imagine the enemy's fighters, AAA and death, .
for some, the return trip home and post mission were the
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worst times Fis the idle time permitted the mind to
clearly reconstruct the air battle and the dangers
encountered. I0

Furtheniore, Roy Grinker and John Spiegel claim that if there is

insufficient time between missions, moderate states of physical

tatigue may develop As emotional stress further denies the flyer

adequate rest, physical fatigue begins to intensify to the point

where the effect is increasingly cumulative.
11

If allowed to run its full course, the cumulative effects of

fear, stress, and physical exhaustion will ultimately produce either

an aviator who is mentally impaired from accaplishing his duties,

or one who is simply unwilling to do so. 2 While both conditions

demand a leader's imnnediate attention, it is with the second of the

two that a leader needs to be most concerned. For from within an

unwilling, unmotivated airman caes the potential spark that could

ignite and spread further disunity within the unit. Unresolved, such

disunity could lead to the disintegration of a once capable combat

force.

This disintegration is the total and often unexpected collapse

of a soldier and his unit's will to fight. Neither the concept nor

the consequences of disintegration are foreign to the military

profession. The failure of the French military in both 1917 and

1940, the Russian army in 1917, and the South Vietnamese in 1975 are

but a few examples of the disastrous effects of disintegration.

In his article, The Potential of Military Disintegration,

Stephen Wesbrook identifies three common traits of disintegration.

The first of these is the inability of commanders to identify or

predict the onset of unit disintegration, which is further
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complicated by the second trait - that being the speed in which

disunity spreads throughout the organization.' Using the French

Army of 1917 as an example, John Keegan attests that in less than two

months, the "collective indiscipline" of a single battalion gave way

to the disintegration of 54 of the 100 French divisions on the

western front. 4  Geoffrey Jukes' Death of An A=y provides a

similar pattern of events with the rout and disintegration of the

Russian Army in 1917.15

The third, and the most devastating feature of disintegration,

is the utter collapse and failure of the military unit in terms of

combat effectiveness. The catastrophic failure of the South

Vietnamese Army in 1975 and subsequent capitulation of its government

accent this final characteristic. Yet, while it may be difficult

predicting when unit disintegration might occur, the syrmtoms and

causes of such a condition are readily identifiable.

Fran a historical perspective, the more classical causes of

unit disintegration have included poorly trained troops, inadequate

Pquipment, low morale and cohesion, inferior leadership, insufficient

information, and the loss of comrades without any measurable gain of

success.,L In their highly controversial analysis of the Vietnam

conflict, Richard Gabriel and Paul Savage point to "officer

careerism," disproportionate officer-enlisted ratios, and a rotation

program that ultimately destroyed small unit cohesion as the primary

grounds for U.S. Army disintegration.
17

Fran a theoretical perspective, James J. Schneider's Model of

Destruction, Disorganization, and Disintegration provides further

insight into the causes of unit disintegration. Schneider explains
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disintegration as a three tier process, with the destructive tempo

of combat and percentage of lost combat power as the determining

factors (See Figure 2-2). As the tempo intensifies, a unit's combat

power, as measured by the effectiveness of command and control,

leadership, and troop numbers, self-confidence, cohesion, and morale,

begins to suffer. Based upon a unit's resilience, unit coherence

begins a transition fram a solid state of cohesion, to a liquid state

of disorganization, and if unarrested, to a gaseous form of

disintegration.'.

Schneider's Model of
Destruction, Disorganization, A Disintegration

% I-

0F
O.S

L 0. -Disi e rat6i0
oT 0.@
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0

0t Dsorganization
A
T

p0.
Q
E

Deatructive Tempo
FIW. 2-2

Traditionally, the symptom and indicators of a unit besieged

by disintegration include increased absenteeism, AWOL, and desertion

rates, increasing and open friction between leaders and subordinates,

and on nunerous occasions, mutiny. For WWII bomber crews, the list

includes spiraling sick-call rates, an increased number of "faked"

aircraft problem resulting in mission aborts, crews purposely

jettisoning their weapons at the first sign of the enemy, physical

and verbal attacks upon superior officers, and an increase in
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frequency and volume of combat refusals." If properly identified

and analyzed, most of these problems could have been arrested through

unit leadership, cohesion, morale, and training - which brings us

back to Kellett's Combat Motivation Model.

Leadership

The primary function of tactical leaders is to induce
soldiers to do difficult things in dangerous stressful
circtzmstances. 20

In the daily operations of a combat flying unit, effective,

competent, and strong leadership is perhaps the most important

consideration in motivating airmen to fight. '"en, particularly in

dangerous and high-stress situations, desire leadership so that their

irmediate needs may be met and their anxieties allayed."" For a

camrander to be effective at motivating his troops, he must first

gain the respect, confidence, and trust of his men while inspiring

self-confidence among them.

To gain respect, confidence, and trust, a leader must be

competent in his duties. If technically and tactically competent,

his actions and decisions will reflect sound judgement and avoid

unnecessary risks. In their analysis of WWII bomber aircrew, Grinker

and Spiegel asserted:

The personal safety of his [the .commander] fliers depend
upon his skill, knowledge, and good judgement in battle.
If he should prove himself to be inefficient, they lose
confidence, feel insecure, and became naturally
unwilling to follow him.

22

Thomas L. Lentz's research study, Combat Leadership: 56th

Fiqhter Group 1943-1944, suggests that historically flyers will

assu e the personality and traits of their unit commander.

Summarizing an interview with former Flight Leader Colonel "Bud"
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Mahurin, Lentz states that when a leader displays an aura of self-

confidence, courage, and aggressivEness, his subordinates will

reflect similar qualities; conversely, if the leader exhibits signs

of fear or weakness, both the leader and subordinates will suffer the

consequence."

Other sources also project a direct correlation between

leadership and a unit's morale, cohesion, and motivation. I- Th,.

Fighting Spirit, F. Richardson claim that leadership is "the most

important single factor in the preservation of high morale." 24

Israeli experiences in both 1967 and 1973 conflicts also underscore

the significance of sound leadership in building strong unit

cohesion, morale, and combat effectiveness.
25

Cohesion

Like leadership, Kellett also views cohesion as an integral

element in resolving a soldier's will to fight. Air Force doctrine

agrees, describing cohesion as "the cement that holds a unit together

through the trials of combat and is critical to the fighting

effectiveness of a force."26 The basic notion of cohesion implies

a "we" concept. Acccmpanying this concept is a sense of belonging;

a mental, emotional, and spiritual bonding of men with common needs,

fears, and goals. More importantly, cohesion breeds a sense of deep

commitment - a camitment which ultimately enables a cabatant to

transcend his fear of combat, embracing the safety and well-being of

his fellow comrades as his primary concern.

Nunerous historical studies substantiate Kellett's correlation

of cohesion and combat motivation. Edward Shils and Morris

Janowitz's (1948) evaluation of WWII German Wehrmacht soldiers
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associate high unit cohesiveness with increased combat effectiveness

and Wehrmacht willingness to continue fighting despite attrition

rates in excess of 50 percent.27  Grinker and Spiegel's (1945)

analysis of WWII bomber aircrews, and J. Hemphill and L. Sechrest's

(1952) studies of B-29 aircrews in Korea also equate high cohesion

with highly motivated aircrews. 2s

The thought of "not letting the group down" is frequently cited

as a major combat motivator among soldiers and aviators alike. John

Dollard asserts that 94 percent of his study group saw fear of

letting friends down as a strong motive for their actions in

crbat.2' A 1974 survey of Israeli Defense Force (IDF) veterans and

a similar 1980 study of Swedish United Nations forces serving in

Lebanon also list concern for group members as the top priority.0

Comparable findings are also found in Grinker and Spiegel's Men Under

Stress.
3'

Combat studies also provide various examples tracing high

psychological casualties with low unit cohesiveness. Samuel

Stouffler's comparison of US Army attitudes and combat stress

casualties during the Normandy invasion show a higher incidence rate

among units with minimal cohesion. 2 Gregory Belenky's analysis of

1973 and 1982 IDF operations yields similar results."

Furthermore, Gabriel and Savage's (1978) study, Crisis in Command,

attributes absence -of unit cohesion as a leading factor in combat

refusals, desertions, and the decay of the U.S. combat units in

Vietnam."

To produce a highly cohesive unit, Kellett claims certain

internal and external conditions must be met. Building trust and

13



confidence requires time, and such team qualities cannot develop if

membership is constantly changing. Suggesting that personnel

stability is not a contemporary problem, Kellett quotes Petronious

Arbiter, a 210 B.C. military philosopher:

We trained hard, but it seemed that every time we were
beginning to form up into team we would be reorganized,
. . . producing confusion, inefficiency, and
demoralization."s

Leadership, corrmitment, and corrmnications are equally

important in promoting unit cohesion. Leadership supplies direction

by establishing group goals and standards. Open ccnrTiications

enhance commitment by ensuring subordinates are aware ot these goals

and standards and how individual and group actions will contribute

to their achievement.

Commtunications helps promote group cohesion by encouraging

team-building, providing self-assurance through timely feedback, and

preventing soldier isolation. Furthermore, Westbrook claims that

groups, such as aircrews, that are forced to interact and communicate

by the very nature of their weapon system tend to be among the most

cohesive of military groups.
3

Yet ironically, the most instrumental catalyst in developing

a highly cohesive unit is the demand of external threat. "Cohesion

is created by the stress of combat and serves as a remedy against it.

In the absence of stress, the need for group cohesion is not

distinctly felt.'31 The source of this stress might be a strenuous,

realistic training program, a visiting inspection team, or simply the

enemy. Whatever the source, the external threat carpels the group

members to draw closer together and formulate a collective response

in dealing with a cormon threat. In this process, overcoming the

14



threat elevates the group's trust and confidence in fellow comrades

and leadership. It also reduces their fear and anxiety of combat

while increasing identification and cohesion within the group. And

finally, success over the threat provides a significant boost to

individual and group morale.3'

Morale

High morale strengthens courage, energy, and the will to
fight."

Morale has also been widely recognized as a vital element in

sustaining a warrior's will to fight. As early as the fourth century

B.C., Xenophon's analysis of Alexander the Great's campaigns led him

to conclude that neither the size nor strength of one's army

determines victory in war, but rather the army which is "stronger in

soul" will prevail. 4 0 Napoleon too saw morale as a decisive element

in resolving one's willingness to continue combat.41 More recently,

the IDF has defined morale as their secret weapon against a wide

range of adversaries and have claimed it as an effective predictor

of a unit's true combat effectiveness.42

In general terms, morale represents an individual's mental,

emotional, and spiritual attitude of who he is, what he does, and how

he does it. Grinker and Spiegel's study of aviators describes good

or high morale as a state in which the men feel confident, happy,

appreciated, and eager for combat." 3  Consequently, poor or low

morale often denotes a loss of self-worth, apathy, a lack of

recognition, and a reluctance to fight.

Whether high or low, good or poor, an aviator's morale is the

product of many factors. John Baynes lists good food, adequate rest,

mail, good medical and welfare services, efficient equipment, and
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good ccmmnications as but a few of the key physical determinants of

high morale." Richardson's Fighting Spirit adds to this list,

claiming: moral principles such as a devotion to duty, discipline,

and self-respect; self-confidence gained through rigorous training;

trust in one's equiprent, ccmrades, and leaders; and, understanding

the purpose for which he fights as the crucial elements of high

morale."5 A 1981 survey of IDF soldiers seeking to identify sources

of both individual and unit morale produced a list virtually

identical to Baynes and Richardson's earlier conclusions.4

Military experience also tends to invariably link morale with

success or failure on the battlefield. Field Marshall Montgomery

claimed that "the best way to achieve a high morale in wartime is by

success in battle."47  Baynes offers Napoleon's 1796 campaign in

Italy, Allenby in Palestine, and Slim in Burma as case studies of how

units with near collapsing morale can be revived by the "tonic of

victory. ,""

Conversely, Kellett states that defeat or even the "prolonged

absence of obvious success" can have a profound effect on both

individual and group morale. Using Vietnam as an example, he claims

a lack of success can undermine an airman's belief in the cause,

jeopardize his faith in his leaders, shatter self-confidence and

trust in fellow comrades, and erode unit integrity. Yet as our

combat model suggests, realistic training can also provide the means

which one can reduce the potential of defeat, increase morale,

improve cohesion, and harden one's will to fight.
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TraininQ

The object of all training is to create a body of men
who are not only capable of helping to win this war, but
are determined to do so. 9

Realistic training is best described as the needle that threads

together the elements of leadership, cohesion, and morale to form a

nucleus of combat motivation. Realistic training provides the flyer

with a reasonably accurate picture of the "feel, form, and scope" of

his combat envirornent. This in turn increases his self-confidence

by dispelling doubts, fears, and other concerns regarding his ability

to perform under fire. Furthermore, a realistic training program

renews one's trust in his equipment, tactics, leaders, and fellow

comrades. Ultimately, realistic training reinforces a flyer's will

to fight by reconfirming his belief that he can accomplish his

mission and survive despite his adversary.

Recent U.S. military experiences reflect the benefits of

realistic combat training. Ranger units taking part in the 1983

Grenada rescue operations listed realistic combat training as the

number one reason for their success.50 More recently, air and

ground force commanders currently in Saudi Arabia declare that

training exercises such as Bright Star, Checker Flag, Red Flag, and

the National Training Center (NTC) have proved invaluable in

negotiating the physical and mental stresses of Operation Desert

Shield."

Finally, realistic training provides the stimulus for

increasing group morale, cohesion, and confidence in the tactical and

technical ccupetence of both leader and subordinate. Through

challenging scenarios, training builds teamwork by transforming the
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group into a "band of brothers, united against adversity," which in

turn reinforces group cohesion, identification and morale."2

Emerging USAF doctrine suggests the greater the challenge - the

greater the cohesion, morale, and test of one's commitment to

continue the battle.

In conclusion, leadership and the flyer's training, morale and

cohesion play a tremendously important role in mc+-ivating warriors

on the battlefield. Now turning our attention to an examination of

the 1972 B-52 Linebacker II operations, we seek to gain a historical

insight into how these four components integrate to sustain a flyer's

will to fight.

Section Three

A Historical Perspective

Fran a historical perspective, the 1972 Linebacker II air

campaign against North Vietnam provides an excellent illustration of

what many military leaders have considered as the proper use of U.S.

airpower. Admiral U.S.G. Sharp and former JCS Chairman Admiral

Thalas Moore are among the most outspoken advocates of Linebacker I I,

each proclaiming the campaign achieved in eleven short days what

eight years of combat had failed to accomplish."

Moreover, Linebacker II also provides an equally interesting

case study in the trials and tribulations of motivating aircrews in

combat. As previous combat studies indicate, combat produces stress,

anxiety, and fear that will certainly test one's willingness to

continue fighting - and Linebacker II was no exception. This section

seeks to examine sae of the stresses prevailing during this

operation, and begins with a brief overview of pre-Linebacker B-52
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operations.

Arc Light Operations

For the seven years prior to Linebacker, B-52s in Southeast

Asia conducted missions under the operational title of Arc Light."4

During this era, more than 126,600 B-52 strikes were flown against

a wide variety of targets in Indochina."5

To U.S. and allied ground forces, the B-52 Arc Light missions

symbolized a novel form of long range "flying artillery." The 1968

fight for Khe Sanh is but one example of the massive bcmber in a fire

support role. During the first 75 days of this fight, more than

2,700 B-52 sorties pounded the two North Vietnamese Army (NVA)

divisions attacking this U.S. Marine outpost. General William C.

Westmoreland later praised the Arc Light aircrews, citing their

contributions at Khe Sanh as the decisive element which ultimately

"broke the enemy's back.""

However, despite this and other successes, Arc Light and "milk

run" soon became synonymous. Political concerns routinely denied B-

52s the opportunity to strike targets north of the EMZ. 7 Operating

far outside the reach of enemy air defense sites, Arc Light

unwittingly becam tagged as "the safest combat duty in the Air

Force. "51 Increased reliance upon the Combat Skyspot (MSQ)

ground radar sites added to the unchallenging "milk run" image.

Originally designed to overccme bombing errors attributed to poor and

inadequate maps, MSQ shortly became the primary means of directing

B-52 strikes in Southeast Asia."9 Soon, B-52 crews saw their mst

meaningful and principal source of professional pride -- the bamb run

-- erode to an anti-climactic event consisting of a few radio calls.
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Probles of indecisiveness plagued crew morale as well. Rather than

striking at the "decisive targets" located in the enemy's homeland,

typical Arc Light targets included "suspected" enemy strongholds,

logistical sites, and staging areas south of the DZ. Often, the

remote locations of these targets precluded adequate post-strike

analysis, thus Lhe crews seldom received any feedback concerning

their mission effectiveness."0  Furthermore, when feedback was

available, it frequently proved the value of the "suspected target"

as either unfounded or unwarranted."1

By mid-1972, over 200 of SAC's B-52s and crews were either at

Anderson AFB, Guam, or Utapao Royal Air Base, Thailand, sharing the

Arc Light experience. On 22 Noveinber, the "milk run" image began to

dwindle as the first B-52 in over seven years of combat fell victim

to an enemy surface-to-air missile (SAM). Yet, as history reflects,

this loss would only be a sanpling of the things to came.

Linebacker II - Phase I

In the weeks preceding Linebacker II, hope and optimism

permeated the spirits of the aircrews. Henry Kissinger had recently

announced that "Peace was at hand," and an agreement between North

and South Vietnam was near. On December 16, nearly all B-52 sorties

that day and the next were unexpectedly canceled. Runors claiming

the peace talks had succeeded. the wnr -as "ver, and all would be

home by Christmas dominated the atmosphere at both B-52 bases. 2

Aircraft maintenance personnel swarmed over the aircraft as if

preparing them for a final trip hant.

However, briefings on 18 December unveiled an entirely

different scenario. For the next three nights, B-52s were to conduct
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a maximun effort campaign against the enemy's capability and will to

continue the war. Briefings for the first night called for 129 B-

52s, attacking in three waves four hours apart, to strike targets in

the Hanoi and Haiphong areas.

As the briefings progressed, the idea of bambing Hanoi produced

mixed emotions among the aircrews. For some, the chance to finally

"show them we mean business," "to get our licks in," and "going after

Real targets" seemed to boost morale and motivation." One pilot

recal is:

Most of us had spent many months, even years in Vietnam
or Thailand and had the most to gain when it [war] was
over. I was tired of watching my son grow up in
snapshots [and] separated from my wife. My morale
literally soared, now finally, we had a chance to end
it .14

Yet for other flyers, the opportunity to go north was not a

source of motivation, but rather fear and apprehension:

All you knew was that you were going "Downtown." If they
had told you that the world was made of green cheese,
you wouldn't even have heard it - all you were thinking
about was were you going to make it back or were you not
... and what about the guy sitting next to you."

Early that afternoon, the first of the three waves prepared for

take-off. Pilot Robert Wolff rememrbers as the aircraft began moving

towards the runway, it appeared as if the entire base population at

Guam had gathered along the sides of the taxi ramps and runway. As

if readying their warriors for battle, everyone stood at attention

and saluted as each bomber taxied by."4 This scene and inspiration

would be long remembered by Wolff and his comrades in the trying days

to cre.

Shortly after nine o'clock, the second wave of 30 B-52s from

Guam were approaching their air refueling areas, when they began
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overhearing strike reports from the first wave. In contrast to the

Arc Light missions of previous years, visions of invulnerability soon

evaporated as the reality of true combat became readily apparent:

"Spellman (Guam ccmmand post call sign), this is Taber
87 with hot news report. SAM activity extremely heavy
all quadrants, Taber 23 missing ... Charcoal 02 just off
the target, Charcoal 01 missing ... heavy SAM and AAA
activity all quadrants, Taber 67 damaged, Taber 48
missing .... '7

By the end of the first day, enemy air defenses had launched over 200

SAMs, claiming three B-52s and significantly damaging another two.

Post-mission debriefs revealed that while same aircrews had

reluctantly accepted losses as inevitable, few had given little

thought nor expected the "friction of war" awaiting them. Problems

with not knowing the location of other B-52s and escort aircraft,

broken equipment, similar sounding call signs, and radio saturation

of SAM, MiG, and AAA reports plagued and confused the crews

throughout the target area." Reports of aircraft losses were

especially demoralizing. One crew member recalls:

I didn't think we were going to lose any airplanes,
really. My first surprise was when they started calling
for Charcoal 01 and couldn't raise him. We found out
later that he'd been shot down -- We weren't so ready to
go back the second night."1

For days two and three, B-52 tactics and flight routing

virtually mirrored those of day one. In contrast to day one, day

two's B-52 losses were negligible - only two aircraft damaged

However, day three losses spelled a near disaster. Slightly over ten

percent of the Guam's B-52G fleet failed to return and another six

were recalled in fear they too would become casualties.7' Total

bomber losses for day three: six destroyed; two damaged.

During day three pre-mission briefings, tempers flared as crews
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angerly questioned and criticized the wisdom of their superiors for

pursuing the stereotyped attack profiles. Major Charles Archie and

others ernphatical ly argued the unimaginative "assembly line" approach

into Hanoi, coupled with the 90-to-180 degree Post Target Turn (PIT)

increased bomber vulnerability to enemy defenses." Defending their

plan, wing staff officers pointed out that the routes avoided known

SAM sites; the same routes and tactics used the previous day were

successful (i.e., no aircraft losses); and an inflexible, 42 hour

planning cycle (staff planners at Headquarters SAC selected targets

and bamb run axis) precluded changes.
2

Although unhappy with their answers, the crews pressed on.

Nonetheless, the grim results of day three's activities and orders

for continued attacks against Hanoi furthered crew frustrations and

discontent and inflamed morale and motivation problems. These

conditions continued to find fertile ground well into Phase II.

Phase II

Phase II brought several changes in B-52 tactics. The massive

three wave assaults of earlier days were abandoned for smaller,

single wave attacks. Aircraft intervals were also reduced,

decreasing the enemy's engagement time by almost 50%.1 On day six,

feints aimed at confusing enemy air defense sites were incorporated.

However, Phase II also saw the combined effects of fear,

anxiety, and fatigue become more pronounced. For Guam's aircrews,

missions were seldom less than 14 hours. Such profiles not only

physically exhausted the aircrew, but provided plenty of time to both

agonize over what lay ahead and question one's willingness for a

repeat performance.74  While Utapao's missions were shorter
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(approximately 3 1/2 hours), there were also less crews at Utapao.

This became a major concern, particularly during Phase II.

Day three's losses had identified a major ECK defect in Guam's

B-52G model aircraft. Until a solution could be found, most of

Guam's B-52s were reassigned against less defended targets south of

the tMZ. Consequently, the burden of continuing Linebacker fell upon

the Utapao crews, many of which had already flown every night and

were nearing a state of physical and emotional collapse.7"

Recalling his own situation, Utapao-based pilot LTC John Yuill

states:

The first night, we flew in the second wave [and] I
remember seeing the fellow returning from the first
wave. I didn't have to say a word to them - just one
look at them and I knew it was going to be a bad night.
I remember sitting in the briefing, thinking what it
must have been like during WWII... wonder[ing] how many
of these guys sitting here won't come back ... maybe I
will be one that won't. The target that night was Radio
Hanoi and the SAMs came at us fram everywhere. We made
it back and had another sobering experience when we saw
the schedule included us for the second night. The
second night was more of the same and again we made it
back.7'

Yuill and crew did not fly the third night, but instead were

a "standby crew", anticipating the last minute call that never came.

Scheduled to fly day four, Yuill confronted the flight scheduler,

claiming his crew was "uptight" and needed some rest. Although

promised reprieve fran a fifth night of flying, Yuill still spoke

with the unit commander, once again claiming he didn't think "we

could keep up the pace much longer."7 On 23 December, twenty-two

aircrews from Guam arrived at Utapao to replace losses and to give

the remaining crews a much needed rest." Unfortunately, Yuill's

crew was one of those losses.
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Phase II also witnessed a continual decline in crew morale,

motivation, confidence in leadership, and by one account, approached

the threshold of mutiny." As losses grew, so did rumors and media

reports claiming even higher rates. Convinced that tactics were at

fault and leaders unwilling to act, aircrew mnrale and motivation

waned as frustrations peaked. Flight Surgeon ledgers at Guam show

that during this period, both sick call rates and cases involving

medical grounding of aviators nearly doubled in number." Colonel

James McCarthy, ccmmander of one of two B-52 Wings at Guam, recalls

on at least two occasions, feeling required to provide "pep talks"

to uplift aircrew morale.I1 Other sources accused aircrews of

exaggerating aircraft maintenance problems or intentionally damaging

their planes to preclude flying.
12

Seeking outside intervention, several crew members wrote to

congressmen and President Nixon, complaining of unnecessary losses

due to incompetent planning. In one case, a B-52 navigator wrote his

congressman, claiming that he would refuse to fly further missions

unless changes were made." Phase III would see those changes.

Phase III

Phase III came quick on the heels of a thirty-six hour

Christmas stand down. During this interim, HQ SAC had finally

relinquished planning authority to Guam planners. Almost

immediately, a new attack strategy was developed, integrating the

tactical ideas the crews had long advocated."4

Mixed emotions once again surfaced as crews were told their

target was Hanoi. Since day one, Utapao's crews had watched as enemy

air defenses damaged or destroyed almost 20 percent of their
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aircraft." Furthermore, not since the grim results of day three

had Guam seen Hanoi as their target. Now on day nine, some asked how

many more crews and aircraft would be lost, and when would this

end?"6 For one Utapao pilot, those unanswered questions proved too

costly as he announced his refusal to fly future B-52 missions.'"

Eighth Air Force historical records and aircrew testimony confirm

Guam too was having its share of crew members refusing to fly."

However, other flyers soon recognized the merits and, more

importantly, the source of the changes and quickly adopted the new

plan as "their plan" for finally defeating the enemy. One camnander

reported a near-instant upsurge of aircrew confidence, morale, and

enthusiasm as the new course of action and tactics were briefed."

Later that evening, 116 B-52s converged upon their Hanoi targets fram

seven different directions, delivering a decisive psychological blow

from which the enemy would be unable to recover. (Refer to Figure

A-i for a comparison of Phase I and III profiles.) Despite this

success, one B-52 failed to return home, another crashed on landing

at Utapao, killing all but two crew members, and a third sustained

significant damage."0

In the days that followed, crew motivation and morale received

another boost. For the first time since the beginning of the raids,

damage assessment photos were made available. These provided the

aviators critical feedback on the success of their efforts.

On December 29, 1972, Linebacker II concluded operations after

having successfully achieved its political and military goals. All

total, 729 bambers missions were flown in this eleven day campaign.

If we look to Linebacker in terms of numbers, we find an impressive
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list of statistical data ranging from number of bambs dropped, enemy

missiles launched, logistical, transportation, and camunications

facilities destroyed, and even civilian casualties. 1 Underscoring

both the military and political success of Linebacker II, Senator

Barry Goldwater willed, "Let us hope that the strategic bombing

lessons of the 12 days in December does not escape us as we plan for

the future. '" 2  However, if we instead view this campaign as a tool

to enhance our understanding of those factors that influence an

aviator j will to fight, we find some equally important lessons.

Section Four

Analyzinq Linebacker II

The practical value of history is to throw the film of
the past through the material projector of the present
onto the screen of the future.

Liddell Hart, 1944"

In his analysis of WWI aviators, Lord Moran equates a flyer's

courage or will to fight to that of money deposited in a bank

account. On each and every mission the aviator flies, the combined

effects of fear, anxiety, and fatigue bids the withdrawal and

expenditure of a portion of this account. "The call on the bank

might only be the daily drain .... or it might be a sudden draft

which threatened to close the account.' 4  A depleted account,

according to Moran, renders a warrior unable or unwilling to face the

stress of combat, providing fertile ground for unit disintegration.

Cohesion, training, morale, and a flyer's trust in leadership

are the principle agents that regulate the rate of these "calls" or

withdrawals, and holds the aviator's account in balance. During the

Linebacker II campaign, the "calls" for courage and combat motivation
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were plentiful and frequent, and for same, bankruptcy was the end

result. This section seeks to analyze how well these four agents of

combat motivation kept pace with the denands of the Linebacker raids.

This process begins with a look at aircrew cohesion.

Throughout the Linebacker campaign, cohesion prevailed as a

dominant and vital catalyst in sustaining the flyers' will to fly and

fight. The idea of a closely integrated and highly cohesive team was

nothing new to the B-52 crews. Their Emergency War Order (ERO)

training alone had taught them well the necessity of cohesion if they

wished to succeed and return from their nuclear strike mission.

B-52 crews inbound to both Utapao and Guam came as an integral,

six-man combat team. Many of these crews had already been flying

together as a unit for as much as six months; some up to a year."

Once in theater, several organizational and operational factors

furthered the growth of cohesion among aircrews. Due to extremly

limited housing, dining facilities, and local transportation, the

aircrews literally ate, slept, worked, and spent their free time as

a family of six." Their horizon of group cohesion was furthered as

aircrews were formed into "cells", or groups of three aircrews. Cell

tactics would prevail as the primary means of synchronizing B-52

firepower and mutual ECM protection throughout the Vietnam conflict.

Henceforth, the crew's schedule revolved around the "cell" and every

effort was made, within reason, to ensure cell integrity remained

intact .9

Like their WWII counterparts, cohesion generated a strong sense

of loyalty and commitment among the Linebacker crews. An attitude

of "not letting my buddies down" was not uncommon among the crews.
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On a broad scale, many flyers perceived the POWs in Hanoi as members

of their close-knit fraternity. Fran this came a willingness to

brave and endure the physical and emotional demands of combat to

secure their comrades' freedom."

Not letting one's comrades down was also a prevailing thought

at the individual crew level. Even before the first Linebacker

aircraft was airborne, several aviators who were previously

restricted from flying for medical reasons experienced '"miraculous

recoveries" so they could fly with their crew."

Yet, by far, one of the most profound displays of cohesion

sustaining an aviator's will to fight is found in day two's post

flight debriefings. Almost thirty years earlier, S.L.A. Marshall had

written:

I hold it to be one of the simplest truths of war that
the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep
going with his weapon is the near presence ... of a
comrade. 100

In a 1972 update of Marshall's claim, Colonel William Shackelford

reports a similar event where a B-52 navigator professed:

I never realized that you could hear them [SAMs] explode
like that. You could feel the concussion and hear it.
And you get static on the hair on your arms. But you
look around and [see] your feet were still there and the
radar [bombardier] was still sitting next to you, so you
knew you could press on.'

01

However, while cohesion certainly helped balance this aviator's

"bank of courage", there is same roam for doubt that his conbat

tr ining met with equal success. Both Guam and Utapao had good local

check-out programs to ensure all newly assigned aircrews were

adequately trained for their mission. The first half of this program

focused on the latest B-52 contingency bombing and cell formation
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tactics, techniques, and procedures (TITP); escape and evasion issues;

EC4 tactics and equipnent changes; and, other crew specific

concerns.1O2

The balance of formalized training consisted of three

instructor supervised, "over-the-shoulder" flights, each emphasizing

TrPs presented in the previous academics. Upon successful capletion

of the flights, the training was concluded, and the crew declared

"cabat ready." Although formalized training was coplete at this

point, the low threat Arc Light mission enabled aircrews to continue

training and refine their cambat skills, even if on an informal

basis.103 Yet in hindsight, training, formal or otherwise, appears

to have short changed the B-52 crews in three areas.

As previously discussed, training fulfills several critical

tasks. First, training helps to alleviate fear of combat" by

providing the flyer with a reasonably realistic or accurate picture

of what to expect in battle. While in-theater cabat training may

have accurately portrayed and prepared crews for the Arc Light

mission, it hardly prepared the crews for the threat-intensive Hanoi

environment.

For instance, visual recognition of an approaching SAM was

thought to be critical in determining the effectiveness of EC4

jamming and aircraft maneuvers.6 4  Yet, few B-52 flyers had ever

seen a SAM, and even among those who had, the description varied."'

To further illustrate this particular shortfall, one crew recalls

repeatedly maneuvering on the bamb run, evading what the copilot

described as a "SAM caming straight at them." After se.eral turns,

the crew realized that the "SAM" was not a missile after all, but a
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star that had been there all along.1"1

One Linebacker veteran suggests perhaps ignorance of the threat

was "a blessing." "Unaware of how vulnerable they actually were

probably enabled quite a few (crews] to go without any great cause

of concern. However, on the second mission, the stress was much

greater as they now knew what to expect.""?

In addition to portraying the battlefield, training also helps

one to conquer their combat anxieties by increasing one's confidence

in equipment, tactics, leadership, and fellow crew members. While

training certainly strengthened crew confidence, discipline, .. d

cohesion, a lack of realistic training tragically failed to highlight

significant tactical and aircraft equipment deficiencies. Invalid

tactics, specifically the high bank angle and rapid Post Target Turn

(PTr), produced seven of the fifteen B-52 losses. Of the twenty-

eight aircraft damaged or destroyed during the raids, at least nine

were attributed to inadequate or broken ECK4 equipment."' By day

three, aircrew confidence in both tactics and equipment were badly

shaken and concerns over aircraft ECK continued to be a major source

of aircrew anxiety and apprehension throughout the rest of the

offensive. 19

Training also fell short in identifying significant problems

with aircraft bomb release equipment. One wing ccmmander concedes

that more than once, B-52G aircrews were unable to release even a

single bomb on their target due to equipment failure. 1 ' It seem

logical to assume if a crew had just flown over 3,000 miles, weaving

through the better part of 200 SAM launchers, and finally arrived at

the target only to be unable to release their weapons, that they
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might be a bit reluctant to go back a second time.

Finally, training has a critical role in validating war

planning concepts. In this role, a false assessment of aircrew and

aircraft equipment capabilities misled HQ SAC planners and senior

staff officers. Specifically, during Phase I planning, not only was

the time required for the bombardier to properly identify his radar

aimpoints grossly miscalculated, but the adverse effects of evasive

action naneuvers upon aircraft bombing equipment were also over-

exaggerated."'1

The comfbination of these mistakes and the desire to minimize

collateral damage erred planners and leaders into unduly restricting

aircrews fram maneuvering against enemy threats during the bamb run

-- the most lethal and threat intensive portion of their mission.

After learning that several of the first day's crews had ignored this.

restriction, one wing camander threatened to court martial any crew

that failed to ccily. Fortunately, an analysis of day two

activities refuted the staff planning assumptions, and both the

maneuver restriction and prciise of court martial were soon

rescinded.

Nonetheless, by the end of day two, and certainly by the close

of day three, aircrew apprehension began to increase as the

effectiveness of their training, equipment, and even the tactical

judgement of their leaders became suspect.1 12 Further analysis of

Linebacker II suggests that an absence of visible and consistent

leadership also added to aircrew anxieties and apprehensiveness.

Earlier discussions contend that if a leader is to be effective

at motivating his men, he must first gain their respect, confidence,
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and trust. Similar to building a highly cohesive combat team,

earning one's respect, trust, and confidence also requires

considerable time. Yet, an audit of bamb wing leadership among the

four B-52 Linebacker II units reveals that the time essential to

conceiving such rapport was routinely denied.

For example, Carl Berger's The USAF in Southeast Asia reports

that between February 1966 and July 1970, the average tour length for

a 4133 Bomb Wing (BMR) Commander was almost four months (refer to

Figures A-2 thru A-3).s11 When the 43rd Strategic Wing (SW) assumed

the mission of the 4133rd on 1 April 1970, it also inherited the

4133rd's commander's short-tour legacy. Over the next forty-three

months, seven colonels reigned as cammander of the 43rd. Discounting

one commander's tour of twenty-one months, the mean time of 43rd SW

wing leadership held true to its four month tradition.1M

A comparison of the other B-52 wings also reflects similar

cammand lengths (refer to Figures A-4 thru A-F). Of fh- four B-52

units, only the 307th SW offered any significant degree of

leadership stability. For instance, one 307th wing commander

served almost an entire year in office before moving on and three

of the first five 307th commanders exceeded six or more months in

position."' In contrast to the 307th, the 72nd SW (Provisional)

averaged just over four months per commander, with one commander

at the helm for a record six months.L Likewise, the 310th SW

(Provisional), junior of the two wings at Utapao, exchanged

commanders almost once every three months.

Furthermore, command longevity at the onset of Linebacker II

eluded all but one B-52 unit - the 307th SW (refer to Figure A-7).
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Both the 43rd and 310th aircrews had fallen prey to a change of

ccnmnnd within eighteen days of the start of Linebacker II. The

72th commander, on the other hand, was a bit more fortiiate with

just over two months in position before the beginning of the

raids.

Whatever the motive of this revolving door concept of

command, the end result effectively neutralized wing leadership as

a potential source of combat motivation. With the extremely short

rotation came an attitude among aircrews that the wing commander's

role was simply one of an administrator or staff officer presiding

over the aircrews as opposed to combat leader leading them.

Furthermore, recurring changes in leadership not only left many

aircrews uncertain of their new wing commander's tactical

competence and technical expertise, but frequently left aircrews

unsure of who was in command. One veteran of four B-52 Southeast

Asia tours underscores this uncertainty, claiming: "cu never

really knew who was running the show fran one day to the

next."111  For this and other B-52 flyers, the commanders' short-

term rotation cycle significantly reduced leadership ability to

influence and sustain their will to fight. Individual and crew

morale, on the other hand, helped overcome this deficit.

In Lord Moran's jargon of capital, bank accounts, and conbat

motivation, the value of morale among the Linebacker aircrews can

be best described as that of gold on the open market. While

morale remained a constant source of strength among the aircrews,

its value or "buying power" fluctuated based upon a wide variety

of iactors. Well defined goals and objectives, aircraft losses,
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and success in combat were among the most influential factors.

Clear-cut mission goals and objectives proved especially

important in cultivating aircrew morale and motivation during the

threat-intensive Hanoi raids. In the years preceding Linebacker,

the inconclusiveness of Arc Light had taken its toll upon aircrew

morale. Instead of firm goals and objectives linking B-52

operations with an end to the Vietnam war, Arc Light offered the

aircrews an infinite flow of indecisive and unchallenging

missions, coupled with an endless cycle of aircrew temporary duty

(TDY) rotations supporting these missions. With each TDY tour

came a lessening of aircrew morale as mission results failed to

provide any measurable level of success -;.d anxieties over

repeated family separations increased.'"

Linebacker II, on the other hand, laid out a set of clearly

defined objectives and goals. Furthermore, these were goals and

objectives the aircrews could identify with. From a political

perspective, convincing the North Vietnamese to return to the

peace talks was the primary objective of Linebacker II. Yet, the

B-52 aircrews saw this as a chance to destroy the enemy's ability

to wage war, get the POWs home, and end the war once and for

all."' More importantly, the raids presented the crews an

opportunity to finally overcome seven years of Arc Light

frustrations and directly contribute to bringing the war to a

conclusion favorable to U.S. interests. This too elevated morale

and motivation among the flyers.

Analysis also reveals how the absence of an accurate flow of

information among the aviators adversely influenced morale and
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increased apprehension. In particular, aircrew morale proved

especially vulnerable to rumors about aircraft losses. Without a

formal means of keeping aircrews informed, misinformation via the

rumor mill and media soon projected loss rates as high as two and

three times the actual amount.'" Thus, many of the aircrew's

fears and anxieties over combat losses were somewhat unjustified

and could have been easily remedied had crews been adequately

informed.

Furthermore, Linebacker II graphically illustrates how

combat losses and unnecessary risk can undermine both morale and

combat motivation. While Section Three has thoroughly outlined

the impact of B-52 losses upon aircrew morale and motivation, it

is important here to note the difference between unnecessary risks

and those essential to mission accmplishrent. Many crews felt

that Phases I and II losses were unnecessary and could have been

avoided if not for the repetitive and uninaginative tactics.
121

With sone degree of certainty, a decrease in aircrew morale and

willingness to fight as evidenced by even but a few combat

refusals, increased sick call rates, and rumors of other forms of

aircrew rebellion can be attributed to these losses.

Conversely, Phase III also suffered B-52 losses, yet the

effect upon aircrew morale was not the same as during Phases I and

II. As already described, Phase III tactics varied significantly

from those employed during earlier missions. (See Figure A 1 for

a comparison of Phas I and III profiles.) To the aircrews, these

changes spelled success and the results of the day eight's mission

activity confirmed their assessment. With the new tactics, B-52

36



losses were sharply reduced and those that did occur were now

viewed as unfortunate, but necessary to achieve the political,

military, and even personal goals of the Linebacker campaign.

Likewise, once it became readily apparent Linebacker IT was

indeed achieving its desired goals and objectives, morale and

aircrew motivation grew by leaps and bounds. While witnessing

both the final Linebacker II mission brief and his twenty-ninth

day in camand of the 43rd Strategic Wing, Colonel McCarthy rakes

a note of the "tonic of victory" and its impact upon aircrew

morale and combat motivation:

As the crews filed into the briefing room, I could
sense their rising level of confidence.... The rumor
had started floating around that this might be the
last day of the big raids and they wanted to be a part
of it. I had crews who had just landed hours earlier
fran the previous night's mission ask(ing] to be put
in the lineup. Crews who had been designated as
spares argued emphatically as to why they should be
designated as primary crews, rather than spare....
One crew even went so far as to file an Inspector
General ccnplaint.... With morale like that, I knew I
had the best outfit in the United States Air
Force.

1 22

In essence, Linebacker II highlights how the presence or

absence of realistic training, effective leadership, aircrew

mrale, and cohesion can influence an aviator's will to fight.

While the particular lessons of these four tenants are

significant, even more important is how we can apply this newfound

knowledge both now and in the future.
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Section Five

Conclusions and Implications

The Air Force wants no officers who are unafraid....
The Air Force does want officers who can conquer their
fears, suppress them in the interests of the nation,
and courageously carry on despite fear.

The Air Force Officer's Guide
2

Both theoretically and historically, morale, cohesion,

training, and effective leadership have been the pillars to

overcoming a warrior's fear of combat, sustaining his will to

fight, reducing combat stress, and averting the potential of unit

disintegration. Using the 1972 Linebacker II campaign, this

monograph has brought into focus the trials and tribulations of

aerial combat and the tremendous influence these four tenants can

project even on today's battlefield. From our examination and

subsequent analysis of this short, but intensive segment of aerial

warfare, a number of conclusions and implications evolve.

From both an aircrew and ccmmender's perspective, realistic

training is an absolute in adequately preparing an aviator for the

physical and emotional strains of combat. This preparation first

begins with identifying the mission, tasks, and conditions under

which the aircrew will be expected to operate and then developing

training goals and objectives to meet this criteria. Periodically,

these goals, objectives, and training criteria nmust be re-

evaluated to ensure they reflect the reality of today's battle-

field. Once established and validated, primary training emphasis

should be directed at increasing the flyer's confidence and

proficiency in meeting these goals and objectives. Only when

training mirrors the battlefield will such genuine confidence and
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proficiency be achieved. Anything less affords room for doubt --

doubt which will grow under the strain of combat and eventually

undermine one's willingness to fly and fight.

Closely tied to building an airman's confidence is the need

for accurate information and open caununications. Accurate

information reduces uncertainty which in turn reduces an airman's

fear of conbat. An aviator well versed in his enemy's weapons and

capabilities and those of his own tends to be more confident

simply by knowing how to maximize his strengths and exploit his

enemy's weakness. Rumor and misinformation, on the other hand,

tends to increase aircrew anxieties and fears which reduces one's

combat motivation. During Linebacker II, rumors exaggerating B-52

losses and enemy air defense effectiveness needlessly subverted

aircrew morale and combat motivation. Open cmmnications within

the unit can prevent such problem. In short, ignorance is not a

"blessing," but instead a liability. For as an aviator's

ignorance is overcome by the reality of combat, so is his

confidence in training and leadership.

Confidence in one's leadership is another equally important

element in motivating aviators in combat. Yet, the lesson here is

that the only way a camander can establish his tactical and

technical expertise and command the confidence, respect, and trust

of his subordinates is to lead by example. Leaders who camand

from behind a desk, or those unfortunate victim of an untenable

rotation cycle such as the one prevailing during Linebacker, will

never gain the wide-spread confidence, respect, or trust of their

subordinates. Moreover, in such cases it is truly the subordinate
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who suffers, as he is not only denied an essential source of

inspiration and moral courage, but a barrier of protection against

the adversity of combat stress as well.

Furthermore, it is readily apparent that neither aircrew nor

ccmrander can afford to prepare for battle without the advantages

of unit cohesion and morale. In his treatise Fightina Spirit,

F.M. Richardson quotes Field Marshall Montgomery as claiming

morale as the single greatest factor in war.124 Cohesion, as AFM

1-1 clearly inlies, is no less important.1 15 Yet, neither

high morale nor unit cohesion are the product of chance or

accident. In truth, such attributes today are the result of hard

work, a training environment emphasizing teanwork, unit stability,

and sound leadership that clearly recognizes the importance of

unit morale and cohesion. As the lethality and complexity of

today's battlefield continues to escalate, the demand for cohesion

and morale, if anything, becames even more critical.

Finally, the most important implication lies in the

relationship between the aviator and his aircraft. Air Force

basic doctrine states that fundamental to an understanding of the

guiding principles of war is the recognition of the three

essential factors of warfare: man, machine, and the environment.

Without question, today's Air Force has placed great enphasis upon

the 'nuchine" as our inventory of technologically superior

aircraft clearly attest. Perhaps now, the time is ripe to turn

our attention to the moral domain of battle and focus our efforts

on understanding what best motivates our aviators to fight and

prevail in combat.
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